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OPINION 1194 

ESCHARA SPONGITES PALLAS, 1766 (BRYOZOA): 

NEOTYPE DESIGNATED 

RULING.— (1) Under the plenary powers, all designations 
of a type specimen hitherto made for the nominal species Eschara 
spongites Pallas, 1766, are hereby set aside and the specimen so 
proposed by Hastings, 1974, is hereby confirmed as neotype of that 
species. 

(2) The generic name Stylopoma Levinsen, 1909 (gender: 
neuter), type species, by subsequent designation by Canu & 
Bassler, 1909, Eschara spongites Pallas, 1766, is hereby placed on 
the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology with the Name 
Number 2136. 

(3) The following specific names are hereby placed on the 
Official List of Specific Names in Zoology with the Name Numbers 
specified: 

(a) spongites Pallas, 1766, as published in the binomen 
Eschara spongites (specific name of type species of 
Stylopoma Levinsen, 1909) (Name Number 2766); 

(b) errata Waters, 1878, as published in the binomen 
Lepralia errata (Name Number 2767). 

HISTORY OF THE CASE Z.N.(S.)1826 

An application to determine the identity of the type species of 
Stylopoma Levinsen, 1909 was first received from the late Dr. Anna 
B. Hastings on 6 March 1967. After an exchange of correspondence, 
a paper was sent to the printer on 4 October 1967 and published on 7 
December 1967 in Bull. zool. Nom., vol. 24, pp. 316-318. Public 
notice of the possible use of the plenary powers in the case was given 
in the same part of the Bulletin as well as to the statutory serials. Dr. 
Lemche objected to certain aspects of the case, and asked in 
particular that a description and illustration of the proposed neotype 
of Eschara spongites Pallas, 1766, be published in the Bulletin. He 
himself provided photographs of the specimen, which is in the 
Copenhagen Zoological Museum. 

For a number of reasons, it was not possible to agree with Dr. 
Hastings on the presentation of the description and illustrations of 
the proposed neotype until 1973. Since so much time had elapsed 
since the publication of the original application, it was thought best 
to republish it, accompanied by the additional material, and this was 
sent to the printer on 24 October 1973 and published on 28 June 1974 
in Bull. zool. Nom. vol. 30, pp. 177-181, pi. 1. Public notice of the 
possible use of the plenary powers was again given in the same part 
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of the Bulletin and to the statutory serials. No comment was 
received. 


DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

On 22 November 1977 the members of the Commission were 
invited to vote under the Three-Month Rule on Voting Paper 
(1977)18 for or against the proposals published in Bull. zool. Nom. 
vol. 30, p. 179. At the close of the voting period on 22 February 1978 
the state of the voting was as follows: 

Affirmative Votes — fifteen (15) received in the following 
order: Melville, Holthuis, Alvarado, Vokes, Mroczkowski, 
Sabrosky, Tortonese, Welch, Corliss, Starobogatov, Cogger, Nye, 
Heppell, Ride, Bayer 

Negative Votes: Eisenmann, Dupuis 

Late affirmative votes were returned by Habe and Brinck. No 
voting paper were returned by Bernardi, Binder, Kraus and 
Willink. 

The following comments were sent in by members of the 
Commission with their voting papers: 

Eisenmann: Tt is by no means clear to me from the application 
that predominant current usage favours the use of spongites for the 
American species rather than for the Mediterranean species to 
which the name is technically applicable.’ 

Dupuis: ‘Je refuse, ici comme ailleurs dans la plupart des cas, 
de designer un neotype car cette operation est toujours en quelque 
nature une falsification des faits. Je constate, en outre, dans le cas 
particulier: (1) que la selection d’un lectotype par Harmer est seul 
compatible avec la restriction anterieure (Recommandation 74A) 
de Pallas lui-meme; (2) que la Commission aurait tort, en usant de 
ses pleins pouvoirs, de porter atteinte a la Recommandation 74A; 
(3) que la requete — meme revisee — se presente dans une grande 
confusion chronologique et omet plusieurs references (p. ex. Hincks 
& Thornely); (4) que l’argument de l’alinea 14 est zoologique et 
subjectif et non pas nomenclatorial et objectif.’ 

ORIGINAL REFERENCES 

The following are the original references to names placed on 
Official Lists by the ruling given in the present Opinion: 
errata , Lepralia , Waters, 1878, Proc. Manchester lit. & philos. Soc ., 

vol. 18, p. 11 

spongites y Eschara t Pallas, 1766, Elenchus Zoophytorum , p. 45 
Stylopoma Levinsen, 1909, Morphological and systematic studies 
on the cheilostomatous Bryozoa (Copenhagen), p. 324. 
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CERTIFICATE 


I hereby certify that the votes cast on V.P.(77)18 were cast as 
set out above, that the proposal contained in that voting paper has 
been duly adopted under the plenary powers, and that the decision 
so taken, being the decision of the International Commission on 
Zoological Nomenclature, is truly recorded in the present Opinion 
No. 1194. 


R.V. MELVILLE 


Secretary 

International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature 

London 
18 March 1980 


POSTSCRIPT BY THE SECRETARY 

I first began to prepare this Opinion in the spring of 1978, after 
Dr. Hastings’ death. Among the letters on the file was one from Dr. 
Hastings saying that she intended publishing a full description of the 
proposed neotype ‘elsewhere’. I therefore asked Professor J.S. 
Ryland ( University College, Swansea, U.K.) as her literary executor 
if there was any sign of such a paper (published or unpublished) 
among her papers. Professor Ryland was then serving for two years 
in the University of the South Pacific, Fiji. On his return he wrote to 
me in January 1981 to say that he could find no such work and 
suggested that there had been a misunderstanding on my part: in the 
first application {Bull, zool . Nom. vol. 24, p. 318, 1967) Dr. 
Hastings had referred to the description of the neotype as being ‘in 
press’, and this was copied uncritically in the republished 
application (vol. 30, p. 181,1974). In fact, that description had been 
published in 1968 {Bull. Brit. Mus. (nat . Hist.), Zool.), vol. 16(9), 
pp. 361-362, and the delay in publishing this Opinion has been 
unnecessary. This is regretted. R.V.M. 


